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THE STATE OF TELEVISION
TODAY

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
am, again, glad to join my colleague
from North Dakota, Senator CONRAD,
in commenting on the state of tele-
vision today. I do not know that the
Conrad-Lieberman review of the fall
television season will rival Siskel and
Ebert’s review of movies. But I would
say Senator CONRAD and I are quite
clearly saying we give this fall TV sea-
son two thumbs down. That is, really,
what I want to talk about today.

Three months ago this body voted
overwhelmingly, on a bipartisan basis,
in support of V-chip—or C-chip, C for
choice—legislation that Senator
CONRAD and I initiated. With that vote
we said, in effect, that too much of tel-
evision in America today has become
so wild, so vulgar, so morally repug-
nant that it has actually become a
threat to our children, a threat from
which they need protection.

As Senator CONRAD indicated, there
is new evidence out today on the ex-
tent of violence in television in the
form of a study released by the Center
for Communication Policy at UCLA
which, while it does note some im-
provement, shows by its content that
violence remains a serious problem in
TV programming. But the American
people do not need a study to tell them
what they already know about the
state of television today. Not only does
violence remain a problem, but wvul-
garity is increasing as a problem.

I hear complaints whenever I go
home and talk about this subject. Poll
after poll depicts a citizenry fed up
with the plummeting standards of the
TV industry and the constant barrage
of foul programming that is being
thrown at our children.

Mr. President, our purpose—Senator
CONRAD’s and mine—in raising this
issue today is to call our colleagues’
attention to the industry’s curious re-
action to the public’s anger about the
state of television programming. For
the fact is that the broadcast networks
this week are embarking on a new fall
season that is far more crude, more
rude, and more offensive than anything
we have seen before.

That is the conclusion reached by the
television critic at Connecticut’s larg-
est newspaper, the Hartford Courant,
James Endrst, who characterized a col-
lection of new series this fall as the
product of a ‘‘slow but steady slide into
the gutter involving the Nation’s most
pervasive and persuasive medium.”” He
went on to say that ‘‘viewers may be
struck not so much by the shows, but
by the scenes—TV moments signaling
an aggregate acceptance of rude lan-
guage, foul imagery and gross behavior
in the entertainment mainstream.”

It reminds me of Senator MOYNIHAN’S
searing and profound comment that we
are defining deviancy down by lowering
the standards of what we accept on tel-
evision, particularly in what used to be
family programming hours. We are
lowering the standards of what is ac-
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ceptable in our society, and we are
sending a message to our children.

The Cincinnati Enquirer’s editorial
page bluntly talked about the ‘‘reeking
crud of puerile trashcoms” that are so
common this fall season. And Tom
Shales, respected critic from the Wash-
ington Post, used the words ‘‘de-
praved’” and ‘‘soul-killing”’ after view-
ing some of the same shows.

Mr. President, I would encourage my
colleagues to watch some of these new
shows, new shows that are premiering
this week. Those of you who once may
have watched ‘‘Car 54, Where Are
You?” will probably end up asking
“Common Decency, Where Are You?”
on television today.

Mr. President, I am going to ref-
erence and read from a few lines from
these shows, and perhaps I should issue
a warning to any children that may be
watching on C-SPAN or their parents
to remove them from the sets. So I am
going to quote from shows that are
shown in the family hour on television
today. It makes me feel like my child-
hood was a long time ago, and I am
sure parents are yearning again for the
time when they could turn on the tele-
vision and not worry about being em-
barrassed to sit there with their chil-
dren and hear what they hear—being
worried about letting their children
watch without them.

So let me cite from some of the
shows that are new to the television

this year.
ABC’s ‘“Wilde Again” in which the
lead character advises her step-

daughter to ‘‘call me what you called
me when we first met, ‘Daddy’s little
whore’.”” Or, you can watch another
ABC offering, a nighttime soap called
“The Monroes,” which in its premier
last week showcased a woman making
what we once referred to as an obscene
gesture with her middle finger. That
may be the most fitting symbol to
characterize what too much of tele-
vision is saying to the American public
today, and also to our concerns about
the degradation of our culture.

One of the most controversial new
shows is a sitcom on CBS called ‘‘Bless
This House.” And it is controversial for
good reason. On its premier last Mon-
day night, the mother on the show tells
her daughter that she would not need
her own bathroom if ‘“you didn’t spend
all morning staring at your little hoot-
ers.”

What makes the crassness of ‘‘Bless
This House” profoundly disturbing is
that the network has made a decision
to air the show at 8 p.m. during what
we once thought of as the traditional
family viewing hour.

Some of this stuff is obviously appro-
priate for adult viewing. But to put it
on at 8 p.m. when families have been
watching television is an insult to
those families. The networks’ commit-
ment to that concept of the family tel-
evision viewing hour has obviously
eroded. But the fall season has slipped
even further, as is evident from the
number of what I would call sopho-
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moric sitcoms that are being aired be-
tween 8 and 9 p.m. For instance, join-
ing ‘“‘Bless This House” is another CBS
series, ‘‘Can’t Hurry Love,” which has
featured in its premier episode some
truly outrageous language from the
lead characters.

Mr. President, the abandonment of
the family viewing hour is evident also
in the networks’ decision to shift the
number of established sitcoms with
adult themes—such as ‘“‘Cybill”’ on CBS
and ‘“‘Friends” on ABC—to this earlier
time period. Those two shows which I
have watched can be very engaging,
very witty, and very entertaining. But
they are often clearly not appropriate
for children, particularly younger chil-
dren. That is exactly the point which
Senator CONRAD and I are trying to
make.

I must say just as jarring as the lan-
guage on new shows are some of the
comments from network officials to
justify their programming decisions.
One high-ranking official at ABC said,
“The society to some extent, has be-
come crasser, and we move with that.”
That is not what I understood the pur-
pose of entertainment to be, particu-
larly not in the family viewing hours.

An executive from NBC explained
that ‘“‘life includes sexual innuendoes.”
And another NBC official also went so
far as to say, ‘‘It’s not the role of net-
work television to program for the
children of America.” But the children
of America are watching those pro-
grams. That official added that most
small children ‘‘are watching Nick at
Nite.”” Most of them do not watch net-
work television in prime time.

If many young children are indeed
watching Nickelodeon or the Disney
Channel, it’s because their parents are
deeply troubled by the content of the
major network’s programming, and are
searching for refuge from the tawdri-
ness that characterizes too much of
television today.

But the reality is that many children
are watching broadcast television and
these tasteless trashcoms, and the le-
gion of perverse and near-pornographic
talk shows that air each afternoon. No
matter how hard parents work to mon-
itor their children’s viewing, habits,
and no matter how many technological
gadgets they have at their disposal,
many children will continue to watch
these channels, and their behavior will
continue to be influenced by what they
see on TV.

Mr. President, I realize that the TV
industry is not a monolith. There are
many responsible leaders in that com-
munity, just as there are some out-
standing. thought-provoking series on
the major networks. Some of them,
such as the hit ABC comedy ‘‘Home
Improvement,” showed that you can be
successful and funny, without being
vulgar.

PBS obviously continues to offer
both adults and children a number of
engaging, challenging, thought-pro-
voking, and entertaining series. And
even among the new network offerings
NBC
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is earning favorable reviews for a fam-
ily-oriented program called ‘‘Minor Ad-
justments,”” a show about a child psy-
chologist which will appear on Sunday
nights.

But there is a clear direction that
the networks are moving in. It is not
just Senator CONRAD and I who see it.
It is all or most of the TV critics who
have reviewed this current fall season.
We have reason to be deeply troubled
about it. I can tell you that I am trou-
bled about it not just in my capacity as
an elected representative, but as a fa-
ther of four kids, one of whom is 7
years old. Television executives need
to recognize that they are part of a
larger civil society to which they, like
we, have obligations, and that the first
amendment is not a constitutional hall
pass that excuses them from their re-
sponsibilities to that civil society.

Mr. President, in the end, the new
fall season I hope will clear up any
doubts that our colleagues have about
the need for the leadership, or the V-
chip, and the need to help parents pro-
tect their kids as best they can from
the messages that television is sending
them that are so often inconsistent
with what the parents are trying to
send and teach their own children.

When the telecommunications bill
comes out of conference, I hope my col-
leagues will join us in calling on the
networks to acknowledge their respon-
sibility to society and the impact that
they have on our society and to re-
member this important point. They are
obviously private businesses, but they
are using the public airwaves, and they
should not use those airwaves to hurt
the public. The networks need to be re-
minded that they would not exist if the
public and we, their representatives,
did not grant them access to those air-
waves.

No one here wants to talk about cen-
sorship. No one here wants to talk
about constraining the freedom of the
networks to program. But the reality
is that the networks are moving so far
away from reflecting the values com-
monly shared by most people in this
country, let alone the interests of most
people in this country, that they are
inviting a reaction unless they dis-
cipline themselves.

Mr. President, one of television’s fin-
est moments was the Edward R. Mur-
row documentary ‘‘Harvest of Shame,”
which was broadcast four decades ago.
I am afraid that the 1995 fall season
might also be titled the ‘‘Harvest of
Shame.”” I hope its excesses will inspire
a reaction from the American people, a
reaction from us, their representatives,
here in Congress, and ultimately a re-
action from those who can do most to
diminish this problem, and that is
those who own, operate and program
our television networks today.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor,
and I note the absence of a quorum.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
withhold my notation.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
situation, for the information of Sen-
ators, is that we are at the point now
where we can proceed to take the re-
maining amendments up and consider
them, dispose of them, and move to
final passage.

There are several amendments that
have been listed in an agreement we
entered into yesterday limiting amend-
ments that we understand will be
called up and we will have to consider
them.

Senator STEVENS has an amendment
on the salary of an Under Secretary po-
sition at the Department of Agri-
culture. That will be offered soon, we
understand. Senator MCCAIN has an
amendment dealing with education
funds for tribal colleges, and we are
happy to consider that amendment at
any time the Senator would like to
offer it. We may very well be able to
work that out without a rollcall vote.
We hope we can.

I am saying all this to let Senators
know that we are making progress. We
are getting to the point where we hope
we will be able to move to final passage
on this bill in the early evening so we
will not have to stay in late on this bill
tonight. We want to finish the bill to-
night. The majority leader has indi-
cated that we will stay in until we fin-
ish the bill. I am simply saying I am
encouraged that we may be able to fin-
ish this bill early this evening if Sen-
ators will come and offer their amend-
ments.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to thank the manager of the bill
and Senator BUMPERS for their pa-
tience. I should be ready to propose
this amendment within a few minutes
as soon as I get one additional piece of
information.

Would the Senator from Mississippi
want me to suggest the absence of a
quorum while we talk?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that my colleague from Ari-
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zona, Senator MCCAIN, will shortly be
offering an amendment to provide
funds for American Indian postsec-
ondary institutions. And I want to
speak very briefly in support of this
amendment.

Mr. President, Senator MCCAIN, as
chair of the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs, is offering this amendment which
I am proud to cosponsor which will pro-
vide funds to those institutions that
are authorized in the Equity in Edu-
cational Land Grant Status Act of 1994.
That act was included as part of the
Improving America’s Schools Act,
which we also passed in the last Con-
gress.

Mr. President, I sponsored that legis-
lation in the last Congress to rectify
what I saw as an unjust situation. That
is, that every State and territory in
the country had a land-grant college
that received funds by virtue of that
designation, but none of the Indian-op-
erated institutions were designated as
land-grant institutions in spite of the
very important work that they did pre-
paring people for careers in agri-
culture.

Mr. President, we had the anomalous
situation where the University of the
District of Columbia was a land-grant
college, but those institutions in my
own State and elsewhere in the coun-
try which were dedicated to training
Indian Americans to pursue careers in
agriculture, as well as other careers,
were not so designated. So the Equity
in Educational Land Grant Act author-
ized land-grant programs for the 29
tribal and Indian-serving institutions,
which came to be known as the 1994 in-
stitutions as a result of our passage of
that legislation last year.

Those institutions serve 25,000 stu-
dents from 200 different tribes. The leg-
islation then passed in October 1994 had
bipartisan support and had the en-
dorsement of the Department of Agri-
culture, the National Association of
State Universities and Land-grant Col-
leges, the 1890 historically black land-
grant colleges and the existing land-
grant colleges in States with tribal col-
leges.

The appropriation that Senator
MCcCAIN is calling for here would make
funds available for four different pur-
poses, as I understand it, for payment
into the endowment, which would be
much-needed; a certain amount of
funding to strengthen curriculum in
food and agriculture sciences in these
1994 institutions; a certain amount for
capacity-building grants; and, again, a
separate amount for competitively
awarded extension programs adminis-
tered through the existing State land-
grant colleges in cooperation with
these 1994 institutions.

The offset would be from a very small
amount of the dollars provided for the
benefit of the land-grant college sys-
tem. I am persuaded that these funds
will be well spent. The programs that
the amendment provides for in all 29
colleges are roughly equal to the
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